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The emergent structure of feeling: what
does it mean for critical educational
studies and research?
Bob Lingarda* and Trevor Galeb
aUniversity of Edinburgh, UK; bMonash University, Australia
Critical research in education is not what it used to be. It must now engage with a differently
structured and globalized world with different social and material conditions for its peoples. This
paper sets out to name the contemporary structure of feeling in which education researchers now
work, particularly in terms of what now is to be the object of their educational theorizing and
research and what are to be the intellectual resources brought to bear on such activity. The
intention is to open up debate, recognizing that there are no easy answers and yet acknowledging
the need for answers to be attempted. It is, therefore, an invitation premised on an optimism of the
will to complement legitimate pessimism of the intellect. It concludes that a critical engagement
with these matters demands a modernist/postmodernist, reconstructive/deconstructive reflexivity
in the mobilizing of a new sociological imagination applied across the broad spectrum which is
educational research.
Introduction
It was the best of times, it was the worst of times,
it was the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolishness,
it was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch of incredulity,
it was the season of Light, it was the season of Darkness.
it was the spring of hope, it was the winter of despair,
we had everything before us, we had nothing before us,
we were all going direct to Heaven, we were all going direct the other way.
(Charles Dickens, A tale of two cities, 1859, opening lines)
This issue signals an end and a beginning for Critical Studies in Education. It ends 50
years of publication under its former title, Melbourne Studies in Education, which was
largely defined by its predilection for an historical engagement with education (see
Volume 47, No. 1/2). And, rebadged and reinvigorated, it launches a project of
*Corresponding author. Moray House School of Education, The University of Edinburgh,
Holyrood Road, Edinburgh, Scotland EH8 8AQ. Email: bob.lingard@ed.ac.uk
Critical Studies in Education
Vol. 48, No. 1, March 2007, pp. 1–23
ISSN 1750-8487 (print)/ISSN 1750-8495 (online)/07/010001-23
 2007 Taylor & Francis
DOI: 10.1080/17508480601131456
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:1
0 1
6 J
an
ua
ry
 20
12
 
critical engagement, seeking to provide an alternative voice in the current and
pervasive neo-liberal and neo-conservative climate in western nations and more
generally. In its new form, the journal aspires to be not just a voice of critique but also
generative of alternatives. A tale of two journals, perhaps. However, shifting focus
and particularly its ambition to generate alternatives (alternative ideas, values,
directions, polices, practices, research agendas, etc) is not simply a matter of
adopting a new name and editorial policy. Critique tends to come easier than
proposals for change. Indeed, critical social science itself has long been criticized
(from within and without) for focusing almost exclusively on critique, initially in its
analytical practices and more recently in its theorizing and analysis.
In this opening move for the journal and this issue, then, we want to call into
question the value of critical studies in education that offer little more than ‘built-
in scepticism’ (see Moore, this issue) and which tend towards inertia. Instead, we
seek to offer some resources for an agenda of hope. As Raymond Williams
observed some considerable time ago and in a vastly different socio-political
context: ‘If there are no easy answers there are still available and discoverable hard
answers, and it is these that we can now learn to make and share’ (Williams, 1983,
p. 269). In what follows we attempt to provide a raison d’etre for Critical Studies in
Education as well as a context for the papers in this first number. We try to pick up
on the contemporary structure of feeling, a concept developed by Raymond
Williams (1961, p. 64) to depict the structure and culture of an era, its implications
for education and for doing critical research and theorizing in education today: a
daunting task, but a necessary one nonetheless and towards which we provide a
humble beginning.
The need for (a forum for) debate
The world in which we theorize and research education is changing rapidly. Indeed
the use of ‘world’ here is a signifier of the global reach of our work today under
pressures from globalization of various kinds and also a signifier that the
phenomenological world of educated publics today is very much global in
orientation. Our current social and material conditions are not what they once
were, although we are not all agreed on the extent and character of their
differences. In terms of epochal change, think for example of the Francis
Fukuyama argument, following the end of the Cold War (symbolized by the fall
of the Berlin Wall in 1989), that we are now located at the end of history, at the end
of meta-political narratives, with neo-liberal market democracies seen as the
endpoint of the evolution of human societies (and one could substitute the US in
that argument), at which, paradoxically, there is an enhanced significance of small,
localized narratives. Another theoretical and political response to these develop-
ments has been to resort to new meta-narratives, as in the Samuel Huntington
thesis that the clash of capitalist and socialist political ideologies which framed the
Cold War has been replaced by a ‘clash of civilizations’, Islam (and Confucianism)
vs. the west and so on, supposedly evidenced in world events such as September 11
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(in New York), October 12 (in Bali), March 11 (in Madrid) and July 7 (in
London).
In our view, both Fukuyama’s and Huntington’s conceptions are misguided and
dangerous in their political effects; the former because it neglects the necessary
human capacity and desire to make things better, however difficult that might be to
do and define, and because of its US-centric stance, and the latter because of its
simplistic essentializing of Islam and the west. As postcolonial theorists have argued
(e.g., Said, 2004), both are fraught with divisions, differences and hybridities of
various kinds; indeed, they are both unified fictions. To accept the Huntington thesis
would lead to a kind of cultural apartheid. While we believe that the world is a more
complex, more nuanced and more hopeful place than this, we recognize that in the
current context a politics of hope requires a real optimism of the will, given the
depredations of the neo-liberal and neo-conservative projects with which globaliza-
tion is often elided (Bourdieu, 2003).
In a real sense, the present is an admixture of these modernist frames and
postmodernist challenges; consider the rejuvenation of fundamentalisms, for
example, of various kinds each with its own meta-narrative of how things are and
should be. Yet as Francois Lyotard has suggested, there is a sense in which some
meta-narratives are dead: the verities of modernity and the Enlightenment are under
considerable pressure from post-political and epistemological theorizing of different
kinds, and rightly so. There are, however, many ambivalences surrounding the
precocious prefix ‘post’ (Gregory, 2004, p. 6), including whether it applies to a
periodization or theoretical developments that build on and sit in conjunction with
what went before. Yeatman (1994) has written instructively about what such post-
Enlightenment, postmodernist politics look like, emphasizing that this does not
abandon ‘the values of modern universalism and rationalism, but enters into a
deconstructive relationship to them’ (1994, p. 1); an agenda pursued in the new
spatial theory by Soja (1996) with his concept of ‘third space’, and in education by
Popkewitz (1999) and Apple (2000).
It is the significance of these changes for critical educational studies that this paper
traverses, both in relation to what is to be the object of educational theorizing and
research and what are to be the intellectual resources brought to bear on such
activity. As Michael Young (1971) observed some time ago now in the classic
collection, Knowledge and control, the sociology of education, and we would add a
cultural politics of education, ‘must take into account the historical and situationally
specific character of both its phenomena and its explanations’ (p. 5). C. Wright Mills
(1959) in his account of The sociological imagination has argued similarly, that ‘all
sociology worthy of the name is ‘‘historical sociology’’’ (p. 146). Today perhaps we
need a new sociological imagination, a task being pursued by Fuller (2006).
Furthermore, a truly international social science requires a concerted political
project as ‘Intellectual life, like all other social spaces, is a home to nationalism and
imperialism’ (Bourdieu, 1999, p. 220). Appadurai (2001) has likewise called for the
‘deparochialization’ of research and a more genuinely two-way conversation between
the knowledges and epistemologies of the global north and global south, in a sense
The emergent structure of feeling 3
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:1
0 1
6 J
an
ua
ry
 20
12
 
eschewing any implicit assumption of the global north as the only site for theory
production and the global south as simply an empirical case for the application of
such theory.
In this reimagining of critical studies, it is also important to recognize that in
relation to education we are always talking about some desired future state for
individuals, for the society (a concept challenged in its spatial definition by
globalization), for the imagined community that is the nation, and for the global
community. As Raymond Williams’ analysis of culture showed, at any moment our
practices are framed by residual, dominant, emergent and resistant cultural forms
and practices. In Young’s paraphrase of Williams, ‘education is not a product like
cars and bread, but a selection and organization from the available knowledge at a
particular time which involves conscious or unconscious choices’ (1971, p. 24).
Creating the future we desire is a political activity and will always be a contested
terrain. Think for a moment of who is the ‘we’—the dangerous pronoun in Richard
Sennett’s evocative turn of phrase—in our sentence. All of us involved in education,
and it is all of us, need to work individually and collectively towards such a desired
future, but this will not be easy. There will be and is a politics involved. For example,
to return to Williams, there is a selective tradition in the process of curriculum
construction. In Bernstein’s (1990) conceptual apparatus we see a heavy political
and pedagogic mediation or ‘recontextualizing’, which he referred to as ‘pedagogic
discourse’, in the move from knowledge production to knowledge reproduction in
school curricula. (See also Young, this issue.)
At the outset, then, we stress the very great need for a broad ranging public debate
about these matters and one also undertaken within the educational research
community (conceived in its broadest sense). This is important at a time when
modernist schools, universities and other educational institutions, which were the
product of the industrial revolution, modernity and sometimes colonialism, are
troubled by rapid change on a global scale that some have attempted to encapsulate
in arguments about a move from modernity to postmodernity in the context of
globalization.
In the poetic opening lines from a Tale of two cities quoted above, Charles Dickens
succinctly encapsulated the turmoil surrounding the emergence of modernity and its
political, economic, social and cultural transformations. Spanning one sentence,
Dickens hints at:
N Political revolution: liberty, equality, fraternity, also the emergence of nation states
and centralized bureaucracies and the concept of citizenship and convergence of
ethnicity with geography.
N Economic revolution: the industrial revolution and creation of national economies.
N Knowledge transformations: earlier scientific revolution and then advances linked to
the industrial revolution.
N Mass schooling created in this context: creating an imagined community of the nation
through schooling and literacy, and also a role for numeracy.
4 B. Lingard and T. Gale
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It was the best of times and the worst of times with human interventions
determining which way we would go. All of those changes have now been challenged
in the move from modernity to postmodernity, from the national to the global. We
still continue to have the potential to make our own futures, not in any naı¨ve utopian
way, but always informed by conditions handed down from the past. In our view, we
are again living through the best of times and the worst of times in an era of
globalizing postmodernity.
While education should contribute to the direction in which we will go so as to
ensure we have everything, rather than nothing, before us, the challenges to meta-
narratives have meant that there is a philosophical vacuum at the core of
contemporary schooling or at least of public educational policy. This has been
filled to a considerable extent by a reductionist rationale for schooling and for higher
education as production sites of the appropriate skills for the necessary human
capital to ensure the competitiveness of the putative ‘national’ economy in the
context of a more liberalized global market. In schooling, such a rationale is ever
present in the technicizing of pedagogies and in the reductionist logics of
standardized testing and related accountability frames (Mahony & Hextall, 2000;
Ranson, 2002; Hartley, 2003; Lingard, 2005; Ball, 2006). This over-simplification
and narrowing of what counts as education tends to be individualistic, as well as
economistic in orientation. It is also highly performative in its strongest
manifestations. It falls away from contemplation of how education in the globalized
world of today might contribute productively and progressively to creating
simultaneously the imagined community of the postmodern nation and of a global
society, and how it might contribute towards a more socially just global society
informed by a postmodernist planetary humanism (Gilroy, 2000, 2004; Said, 2004).
At this educational policy moment, then, and in the context of creating futures,
there is a pressing need for us to reconstitute and rearticulate a social rationale for
schooling, for universities and other educational institutions and contexts. (See also
Young, this issue, on the need for a social theory of knowledge and its implications
for curriculum and pedagogy.) It will require us to recognize all of the dangers in
meta-narratives that the postmodernists have warned us about and the potential for
the return of reactionary (in both senses of that word) meta-narratives in the context
of a post-September 11 world. As Allan Luke (2003) has argued so persuasively in
respect of schooling, ‘What has been lost is a powerful, shared normative vision
about what education can and should be’ (p. 53). We need a ‘new horizon of
expectation’ in society and we require a new educational imaginary. Educational
policy, teaching and learning will need to be constructed for the nation (conceived
beyond a singularity) and beyond the nation (conceived as a global civic space). This
will not be easy. On this very point and writing in the context of international
relations and globalization, Zaki Laidi (1998) in his interesting book, A world without
meaning, suggests:
… the need to project ourselves into the future has never been so strong, while we have
never been so poorly armed on the conceptual front to conceive this future, which leaves
a wide gap between the historic rupture that confronts us and our difficulty in
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interpreting it. These gaps are the origin of the world crisis of meaning. (Laidi, 1998,
p. 1)
In short, the context in which teachers and other educators work is changing
rapidly and troubling many of our taken-for-granted practices. The impacts of new
technologies and globalization have ensured that context is a broader notion than it
once might have been perceived to be, an idea picked up in the concepts of
‘glocalization’ and ‘vernacular globalization’. Information and communication
technologies (ICTS) also allow us to operate in different spatial contexts as well.
The so-called spatial turn in social theory has been one academic response (see
Symes and Gulson, and Ferguson and Seddon in this issue for accounts related to
education). We need to take cognisance of these contextual changes and proactively,
rather than reactively, trouble our own theory and research practices.
The challenges of globalization (to states, economies, cultures, ideas)
Education theories and research practices were last troubled in this way in the 1800s
when formal education was mainstreamed and universalized. Mass schooling as we
have come to know it was constituted within the changing structure of feeling voiced
by Dickens and which we now recognize as a modernist invention paralleling the
industrial revolution, the creation of a national citizenry linked to the imagined
community of the nation, and the need for universal literacy and numeracy to
engender ‘foresight and prudence’ (Rose, 1999, p. 214). Our contention is that we
are in a similar period of tumultuous change as that which Dickens so-well
articulated, with many modernist institutional arrangements and practices experien-
cing challenge. This is the move to postmodernity with its mix of modernist/
postmodernist tendencies and the challenges of globalization, sponsored by a new
politics and the technological revolution, or in Einstein’s evocative description, the
‘information bomb’.
In a sense, the modernist project reached its apotheosis in Australia during the
early 1970s with the Whitlam Government, the peak period of progressive post-war
Keynesianism, an interregnum of hope that our scientific and social knowledges
would ensure progress and an open, democratic and more equal society and that
education would contribute in substantial ways to such outcomes. This was the most
powerful policy moment in Australian education in terms of recognition of teacher
professionalism, the need for closer school–community relationships and redis-
tributive funding towards social justice goals. In their own vernacular way, there
were similar experiences in the social and educational policy of other nations of the
global north although their moments of glory were perhaps reached earlier than in
Australia; in these respects at least, the sixties of the north came to Australia in the
seventies, a variant spatio-temporality (Sassen, 2001).
Since those times all of these modernist assumptions have been challenged in
many ways: politically, culturally, economically, epistemologically, and so on.
Clearly, schools, universities and other educational institutions now express and are
located within these challenges. However, as already noted, schools in particular are
6 B. Lingard and T. Gale
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the product of an earlier industrial revolution and in many ways are still prisoners of
that historical momentum through their architecture, their local orientations in a
spatial sense, pedagogies, knowledges and perhaps even in dominant expressions of
teacher habitus. It is the post-industrial changes, or the move to what has been called
the knowledge economy, that trouble many educational practices today. This occurs
irrespective of whether or not we overtly recognize or fail to recognize what is going
on. Salman Rushdie articulates this well in his postcolonial novel Fury and in a
postmodernist version of Dickens’ modernist ambivalence, when he states: ‘rejoice
in the world, warts and all, because it’s all you’ve got, and rejoicing and despair are
therefore interchangeable terms’ (2001, p. 23). Our point here is that as we again
experience simultaneous rejoicing and despair, a realistic optimism of the will
remains as important today as ever, as does a complementary pessimism of the
intellect.
Globalization is part of the contextual framing of contemporary educational policy
and the logics of practice of schooling. The concept, however, is used in multiple
ways to refer to a range of substantial political, social, economic and cultural changes
brought about by new technologies and the end of the Cold War era. For example,
new information and communication technologies (ICTs) have changed our
experience of time and space, leading to what has been referred to as time-space
distanciation (Giddens, 1994) and a concept of world time (Laidi, 1998). There are
a number of emergent spatio-temporalities associated with globalization (Sassen,
2001), which are the focus of the new spatial theory. We also need to recognize that
globalization has been reframed in some ways (Rizvi, in press) in the post-September
11 period, in the era of the so-called ‘war on terror’, with national boundaries
becoming perhaps a little less porous.
On occasions, globalization is read politically as simply neo-liberalism, which has
seen the reduction of state mediation, amelioration and management of the economy
and greater freedom granted to the market, with resultant growth in inequality
within nations and across the globe. In this way, globalization as a term is
performative and political, helping to constitute that of which it speaks as well as
excluding alternative readings and politics (Bourdieu, 2003). The conflation of
globalization with neo-liberalism is indeed a central element of discursive politics
today. On that point, Bourdieu (2003) says that globalization is a pseudo-concept, at
once descriptive and prescriptive with performative effects. Neo-liberal politics have
been accompanied by a new individualism and new configurations of the self. The
feminist poet Adrienne Rich has recently observed that in this neo-liberal context of
new individualism, ‘freedom’ is ‘now held under house arrest by the rhetoric of the
‘free’ market’ (2006, p. 3). (See Goodson in this issue.)
More broadly we have seen new practices of governmentality, including new
forms of state governance, new geographies of governance and new forms of
governance of the entrepreneurial self (Rose, 1999). This entrepreneurial self has to
continue to self-capitalize throughout the life span so as to participate fully in our
globalizing economic and cultural world—a view manifest in educational policy
terms in the idea of lifelong learning. In this context, Bernstein (2001) talks of the
The emergent structure of feeling 7
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‘totally pedagogized society’ with all relations almost becoming pedagogical ones.
Think of parenting classes, preparation for school, lifelong learning, continuing
professional development, the university of the third age, and so on. As Nikolas Rose
has felicitously and summatively put it:
Education is no longer confined to ‘schooling’, with its specialized institutional sites and
discrete biographical locus. The disciplinary individualization and normalization of the
school sought to install, once and for all, the capacities and competencies for social
citizenship. But a new set of educational obligations are emerging that are not confined
in time and space in the same ways. The new citizen is required to engage in a ceaseless
work of training and retraining, skilling and reskilling, enhancement of credentials and
preparation for a life of incessant job seeking: life is to become a continuous economic
capitalization of the self. (Rose, 1999, pp. 160–161)
We have also witnessed new geographies of governmentality expressed in a range
of developments from new local politics through to emergent post-national political
forms such as the European Union (Novoa & Lawn, 2002) and new regional
politics. (See Lawn in this issue.) Nation states have also been under pressure from
below in new identity politics and new localisms, relations between ethnicity and the
geographical space of nations has been complexified. These changes have been
complemented by a detraditionalization (Giddens, 1994), with all knowledge and
social practices open to questioning and emergent ‘choice biographies’ (Beck, 1992)
as part of the new individualism and entrepreneurialism. At the same time, some
have resorted to traditionalism and resentment as a political stance of defence and
defiance.
The new neo-liberal state has seen the introduction of meaner welfare provisions
based on notions of ‘mutual responsibility’. The post-September 11 period has also
witnessed the reconstitution of the neo-liberal state almost as a ‘warfare state’ and
favoured older rather than emergent forms of capital, such as oil, arms manufacture,
building and reconstruction. This scenario has also witnessed some weakening of
official policy commitment to multiculturalism and difference, despite the continuing
convivial mixing of different cultures at various local sites within global cities (Gilroy,
2004). The globalization of the economy has, along with this leaner and meaner state,
resulted in real winners and losers within contemporary societies (Gale, 2005) and
indeed across the globe. It is the winners who exercise their choice biographies in
relation to identity, sexuality, relationships, futures and so on and who move with ease
across the globe, both in real and virtual ways. At the same time, inequality within
nations has grown, with poverty marbled into various locations, with immobility
(buried in one place) becoming another dimension of inequality (Bauman, 1998),
while mobility is also the experience of some of the most disadvantaged peoples such
as refugees. There are new geographies of inequality. The flows of people across the
globe and particularly of finance capital have challenged the salience of nation states in
a range of ways (Appadurai, 1996; Castells, 2000); although slowed by September 11,
national boundaries have in many ways become more porous resulting in what
Appadurai (1996) has called an emergent post-national era. Castells argues in fact that
8 B. Lingard and T. Gale
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power is now located in the space of flows rather than in the space of the nation.
However, it would seem to us that the nation state remains important politically while
being reconstituted. There is, however, an apparent disjunction between economic
globalization and the flows of capital and power, and the still largely located and
national focus of much politics, including in education, while the most disadvantaged
remain virtually buried in one place.
This context has witnessed a whole range of backlash politics and some
retraditionalization (Giddens, 1994) of gender roles, of religion (fundamentalisms
of various kinds) and so on. Nancy Fraser (1995) has argued that a politics of
recognition or ‘recognitive justice’ (Gale & Densmore, 2000) to do with acknowl-
edging cultural differences has had greater effectivity in this context than an older
politics of redistribution through state expenditure (a central element of
Keynesianism and the immediate postwar policy settlement in western nations).
Yet, within this context of growing inequality, the result has been in some places an
emergent resentment politics (McCarthy, 1998) with backlashes of various types
emerging: against multiculturalism, the rise of new racisms, Islamaphobia, religious
intolerance and opposition to migration and asylum seekers (Gilroy, 2004), and also
a backlash against feminism (Lingard & Douglas, 1999). White men have utilized an
identity politics of the dominant (Robinson, 2000, p. 3) to assert their victimhood in
the face of feminist success and other social changes, while on a global scale and in
the nations of the global south, girls and women remain hugely disadvantaged in
educational terms. Such a resentment politics has been manifest at all levels of the
complex interplay of local, national and global political spaces. We also come to see
the necessity for working together a politics of redistribution with a politics of
recognition.
Associated with globalization has been an enhancement and speeding up of
various flows between nations states (Appadurai, 1996; Castells, 2000): the flows or
diasporas of people (tourists, entrepreneurs, business managers, knowledge workers,
pop singers, the flaneur, migrants, refugees, asylum seekers, politicians, policy-
makers, bureaucrats, academics, students, terrorists), ideas (policy solutions,
traveling policy, human capital theory, social capital theory, an emphasis on science
and technology research and policy, commercialization of scientific innovations),
images (global brands, logos, styles, the ‘United Streets of Diversity’—Klein, 2000,
p. 129—cosmopolitan habitus), money (credit, investment, speculation, globalized
markets, particularly financial ones, shopping malls, ATMs), media (email, chat
rooms, mobile phones, cable TV, computer viruses, the ‘cyberflaneur’—Kenway &
Bullen, 2001, p. 175—blogs, wikis) and so on. Difference within nations has been
accentuated and frayed the flawed assumption of an homology between the
geographical territory of the nation and ethnic identities, if this was ever a valid
conceptualization. The nation state has been placed under some pressure—the
hyphen between nation and state has become somewhat attenuated and each the
project of the other (Appadurai, 1996), with the emergence of new regionalism (e.g.,
NAFTA, APEC) and supranational political forms (e.g., European Union; see
Novoa & Lawn, 2002; Lawn & Lingard, 2001), with information technology
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expediting the creation of post-national and diasporic public spheres (Appadurai,
1996) and informationalism and networks across the globe (Castells, 2000). (See
Lawn in this issue regarding networked Europe.) While the emergence of a post-
national politics can be exaggerated, the nation state is certainly under pressure,
fraying at the edges, as it were, and being reconstituted through fragmentation from
below, and destabilizing pressures from above. The flows of people also challenge
the ‘imagined community’ that is the nation in which identities have become more
hybrid and fragmented in character, beautifully highlighted in the magical realism of
postcolonial literature; for example, the novels of Salman Rushdie, Timothy Mo,
Gabriel Garcia Marquez, Vikram Seth, Zadie Smith, Caryl Phillips, Andrea Levy
and Kiran Desai.
At the same time, the phenomenological world of many (particularly the well-off
in wealthy countries) has become globalized and to some extent deterritorialized,
conceiving of the world as one place and resulting in an emergent cosmopolitan
culture and habitus. ‘It’s a small world, after all’. One outcome is that the elites of
nations often have more in common with elites of other nations than with their
national citizen body. Often they do not and indeed cannot speak to the
disadvantaged and dispossessed within their own national space; as Bauman
(1998) notes, this is ‘the age of an almost complete communication breakdown
between the learned elites and the populus’ (p. 102). There is a resulting
epistemological exclusion, both within nations and across the globe.
In broader epistemological terms, Giddens (1994) speaks of ‘manufactured
uncertainty’ to pick up on the tenor of our times and this incredulity towards such
meta-narratives, the central feature of postmodernity according to Lyotard (1984).
This concept refers to the ways in which Enlightenment certainties associated with
modernity saw specific optimistic human interventions in both the social and natural
worlds, which are now the focus of contemporary politics with no apparent
solutions, resulting in many instances in politics as simply incremental manage-
rialism and/or market approaches; a ‘world without meaning’, in Zaki Laidi’s (1998)
terms. Information also replaces knowledge in this reductionist world, as Castells
(2000) argues.
Related to both globalization and postmodernity is the notion of a ‘knowledge
economy’ (and learning society). This refers to the effects upon the economy of
globalization and the knowledge intensification of production. Service industries
(including ‘edutainment’) and the service aspects of manufacturing industry become
more significant in a national economic sense, in the global north at least, while
technology and innovation also take on greater importance. According to Considine et
al. (2001), drawing on OECD definitions, a nation’s capacity in relation to the
knowledge economy is usually measured through an index that considers investment
and performance in education, research and development and in information and
communication technologies, including production of software. (See Ozga, this issue.)
Considine et al. observe that within this globalized knowledge economy, ‘nation-states
and national policies remain crucial, but nations are open to international trends and
cross-border influences to an unprecedented extent’ (2001, p. 1).
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More recently, human capital theory has turned to an emphasis upon science and
innovation as a way forward; another diasporic policy idea which has spread globally
and seen a new stress on science and innovation in universities and schools (see
Rawolle, 2005). Here, innovation is often reduced to simple considerations of
commercialization (Bourdieu, 2004). This policy frame has real effects on the
research work of university based scholars and challenged the Newman common
good and curiosity driven raison d’etre for universities. (See Ozga, this issue.) A
contemporary version of the Humboldtian conception of the university has
challenged such a concept and exists in an almost dominant form against the
residues of Newman’s account, all worked out in different ways in universities with
different cultures and provenances, and different local and global market niches.
For Thrift (1996), Raymond Williams’s (1983) concept of ‘structure of feeling’
nicely encapsulates our cultural, bodily, emotional experiences of these global
changes; changes which he suggests are at the very edge of semantic availability.
Thrift’s (1996) account of these changes suggests that we now live in a more
artificial, technology mediated environment in which there is disillusionment with
meta-narratives and a political realignment with a broadening definition of what
counts as political. These changes then are reflected in an emergent structure of
feeling and have affected and been expressed through changes to educational
systems within nations. This new structure of feeling comes through the school-gate
each day at the same time as computers and edutainment challenge the traditional
pedagogies of schooling and containment. Pedagogies have moved out of the
classroom into the broader culture in the process of de-differentiation of institutional
functions and the related embrace of lifelong learning (Young, 1998) towards
Bernstein’s (2001) ‘totally pedagogized society’. Additionally, ICTs potentially
challenge modernist educational institutional arrangements and their spaces of
enclosure and commitment to material texts.
Effects in education
In the context adumbrated above, education has become more important than ever
in policy terms, linked as central to producing the appropriate amount and kind of
human capital deemed necessary to the international competitiveness of putatively
national economies. Individual benefits are also seen to flow from more education,
thus legitimating neo-liberal policy commitments to user pays approaches. Some
social democratic residues remain in the re-emergence of the concept of social
capital in theoretical and policy talk; Scotland is a good example of such a
development in education with its attempt to hold onto a comprehensive model of
secondary schooling, which sets it apart from its English neighbour (Paterson,
2003). However, the neo-liberal reading of globalization sees a substantial push for
controlled state expenditure and more private expenditure in education at all levels.
Thus universities are pressured to generate income from commissioned research, full
fee-paying students from home and abroad, and so on. Schooling systems also have
been restructured along managerialist lines, with central offices devolving tasks to
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schools and centralizing accountability requirements and outcome measures, often
expressed in performative ways (Ball, 2006; Gale, 2006b). Schools have become
more competitive with each other in this quasi-market environment and attempt to
sell themselves to keep enrolments buoyant and in terms of the policy embrace of
neo-liberals of parental choice.
In terms of research, university academics are pulled into a much more
entrepreneurial role and have to apply for commissioned research grants, while
access to nationally competitive Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC)
grants in the UK and Australian Research Council (ARC) grants, for example,
becomes even more competitive in a system of mass higher education and restricted
public funding. (See Ozga, this issue.) Governments also articulate research priorities
linked to perceived potential economic benefits and challenge the rights of academics
to make rather than take research problems as commissioned Government research
burgeons. The scarcity of research funding for a mass higher education profession
becomes a definer of an emergent hierarchical and differentiated academic labour
market (McCollow & Lingard, 1997) within a differentiated, yet massified, higher
education system, with the current attempt to dissociate teaching and research one
obvious manifestation of these developments. Marketization plays out in different
ways across the globe with the emergence of a global education market (Marginson,
2007). Private consultancy firms (e.g., KPMG) and quasi-Government agencies
required to operate as if privatized (e.g., Australian Council for Educational
Research), now compete in the market with academics for commissioned research
contracts in education. Within this policy context, the modernist divide of the old
binary system of higher education has been replaced by a differentiated system of
higher education with differentiation both within and across institutions. Universities’
capacity to charge top-up fees contributes to the differentiation of the market within
and across universities, which is in some ways now stretched across the globe and also
challenges long held notions of equality of educational opportunity, as different
universities offer different types of courses and are positioned in different market
niches. Mass higher education has changed the way a university education works as a
positional good in the labour market.
The epistemological aspects of postmodernity—doubt about meta-narratives and
an atheoretical emphasis upon what works and what will keep the system operative—
have seen an emphasis upon performativity in schooling and university systems
(Lyotard, 1984). Related, the new managerialism has witnessed a change from a
stress upon system inputs to one upon system outcomes through a steering-at-a-
distance approach, enhancing performative pressures upon educational institutions.
An atheoretical pragmatism has been the accompanying policy approach in many
instances. For example, the decontextualized character of much school effectiveness
research, particularly in its earliest manifestations, made it attractive to policy-
makers (Ball, 1998; Lingard et al., 1998); it also spawned what Ball (1998) has
called ‘policy entrepreneurs’ and one could add ‘educational research entrepre-
neurs’, ever ready to respond to Government-set research agendas. Frederic
Jameson in the foreword to Lyotard’s influential text, The postmodern condition
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(1984) has commented that performativity demands ‘a certain level of terror,
whether soft or hard—be operational … or disappear’. This operativity principle, he
suggests, is ‘technological: it has no relevance for judging what is true or just’
(Jameson in Lyotard, 1984, p. xxiv). Ball (2006) has meticulously and depressingly
documented and analysed this growing culture of performativity within education at
all levels and in all sectors. This is part of the values dilemma in contemporary
societies and schools with a technicized performative policy as numbers replacing
values consensus.
The quickened flows associated with globalization (Appadurai, 1996), new
networks, the new regionalism and emergent supranational politics have seen the
emergence of a global policy community in education (Henry et al., 2001) and
perhaps a global educational policy field (Lingard et al., 2005). (See Lawn, this
issue.) International agencies in this context, such as the OECD, have been
important in proselytizing a micro-economic version of human capital theory, new
managerialism and spreading a new (supra)rationalization through the development
of global educational performance indicators—performativity on a global scale (see
Henry et al., 2001; Rizvi & Lingard, 2006). (However, one should concede a more
recent re-emergence of some social democratic developments in the OECD
approach, especially with its focus on social capital and citizenship. Education’s
position within the broader economistic focus of the OECD is always a contested
one.) This global development has seen a stage beyond policy borrowing emerge,
with a diaspora of policy ideas now flowing/traveling globally, along with the policy
elites and their cosmopolitan habitus. What we see is a number of intersecting policy
fields from the global through the national to the local (Lingard et al., 2005; Ozga &
Lingard, 2007).
As noted already, neo-liberal policies more generally have witnessed the growth in
inequality within nations and the emergence of an almost extra-territorial
cosmopolitan global elite (Bauman, 1998). Despite this growth in inequality and
the central importance of schooling in ameliorating it, there has been limited
contemporary research about how the new inequalities affect educational opportu-
nities. This is an anomalous situation in one sense because the new knowledge
economies require universally high levels of education, or so the argument goes, yet
have made little attempt to understand or ameliorate the effects of background on
educational opportunities and performance. Indeed, background and other effects on
performance are often discounted apart from the effects of teachers (as in early school
effectiveness research). Within many policy framings today, the quality of teachers is
now deemed to be the difference between student performances.
Finally, the imagined community of the nation has become more frayed with
hybrid identities, flows of people, and emergent post-national politics. Conceptions
of citizenship and the role of schooling and education become important here as
educational systems also produce citizens for a global politics and graduates for
globalized labour markets. Yet, the policy reality appears to be, post the so-called
‘war on terror’, an attempt to return to more inward, defensive, boundaried
conceptions of citizenship and schooling’s role in relation to them (Peters, 2005).
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What does all of this mean for critical educational research today?
What then are the implications of these central features of the contemporary
structure of feeling, for critical educational research? Below we canvass a number of
epistemological and methodological considerations, although, constrained by space,
our account is more indicative than fulsome, providing glimpses of, rather than
elaborating on, these implications. However, we do not wish to imply that these are
the only considerations of an emergent structure of feeling for education theory and
research. Rather, we see them as informing a starting position for a new critical
project in education, a project to which Critical Studies in Education is committed, as
indicated by all of the papers in this opening number.
Of necessity, epistemological considerations are uppermost in our minds (see
Young, this issue), particularly the need to work in the theoretical interstices of
modernist and postmodernist concerns. In our view, this requires working from both
a modernist reconstructive orientation and a postmodernist or, more accurately,
poststructuralist deconstructive approach. This is Soja’s (1996, p. 5) ‘both/and also
logic’ which ‘permits’ and ‘encourages’ a ‘creative combination of postmodernist
and modernist perspectives’. It is also Anna Yeatman’s (1994) point about the
poststructuralist ‘deconstructive relationship to the modern emancipatory project’
(p. ix). As Yeatman notes in relation to the poststructuralist challenge to the
universalist claims of modernist knowledge:
If universalism does not reside in what is, or even in what could be, but lies instead in a
political contestatory space that opens up in relation to existing wrongs and to those who
contest them in the name of equality, it is clear that this has radical implications for the
nature of political vision. (Yeatman, 1994, p. ix)
Edward Said has also written of the political need to work across the modernist/
postmodernist epistemological divide. Commenting on the distinctiveness of
postcolonial theory he states:
Yet whereas postmodernism in one of its famous programmatic statements (by Jean
Francois Lyotard) stresses the disappearance of grand narratives of emancipation and
enlightenment, the emphasis behind much of the work done by the first generation of
post-colonial artists and scholars is exactly the opposite: the grand narratives remain,
even though their implementation and realization are at present in abeyance, deferred, or
circumvented. (Said, 2003, p. 351)
Given these theoretical and political insights, we contend that it is important for
critical education researchers and theorists to work with a sceptical rationalism
in relation to knowledge claims, which we see as always open to deconstruction
and challenge. (See Moore, this issue.) Castells (2000, p. 4) has expressed this
beautifully:
I believe in rationality, and in the possibility of calling upon reason, without worshipping
its goddess. I believe in the chances of meaningful social action, and transformative
14 B. Lingard and T. Gale
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:1
0 1
6 J
an
ua
ry
 20
12
 
politics, without necessarily drifting towards the deadly rapids pf absolute utopias. I
believe in the liberating power of identity, without accepting the necessity of its
individualization or its capture by fundamentalism. And I propose the hypothesis that all
major trends of change constituting our new confusing world are related, and that we can
make sense of their interrelationship. And, yes, I believe, in spite of a long tradition of
sometimes tragic intellectual errors, that observing, analysing, and theorizing are a way
to build a different, better world. Not by providing the answers—that will be specific to
each society and found by social actors themselves—but by raising some relevant
questions.
The latter point in Castells’ observation, about building a better world and about
actors themselves finding answers, carries significant implications for contemporary
talk about evidence-based policy and practice in education. In our view, neither
policy nor practice can be nor should be read off from theory and research. They
both involve values and practice; theory and research can only ever contribute to
both, rather than simply be read as both. Evidence-informed policy and practice
provide a better fit with our position here.
This hybrid or dialectical modernist/postmodernist, reconstructive/deconstructive
epistemology, which rejects both dogmatism and relativism, also has implications for
our research stance. As Bourdieu (2004) has argued, such an epistemological
disposition demands a reflexivity in all of our methodological considerations (see
Mills & Gale, in press). For Bourdieu:
Casting an ironic gaze on the social world, a gaze which unveils, unmasks, brings to light
what is hidden, it cannot avoid casting this gaze on itself—with the intention not of
destroying sociology but rather of serving it, using the sociology of sociology in order to
make a better sociology. (Bourdieu, 2004, p. 4)
In The Weight of the World, Bourdieu (1999) similarly argues against a disposition
of epistemological innocence, but in acknowledging the constructions involved in
the empirical/theoretical imbrication and what Foucault called the power/knowledge
couplet, suggests it is its openness to such constructions that will improve the
‘scientific’ character of our accounts. Here he states:
The positivist dream of an epistemological state of perfect innocence papers over the fact
that the crucial difference is not between a science that effects a construction and one
that does not, but between a science that does this without knowing it and one that,
being aware of work of construction, strives to discover and master as completely as
possible the nature of its inevitable acts of construction and the equally inevitable effects
those acts produce. (Bourdieu, 1999, p.608)
A further consideration for educational research of the contemporary structure of
feeling is that globalization and related processes challenge the assumption of
methodological nationalism built into much social theory and methodological
considerations across the social sciences, including in education. Urry (2000, 2002)
has argued the need for sociology to change its focus from the social as society to the
The emergent structure of feeling 15
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:1
0 1
6 J
an
ua
ry
 20
12
 
social as mobilities, in response to the weakened homology between society and nation
state and the stretching of the social to global networks. As noted above, ‘intellectual
life, like all other spaces, is a home to nationalism and imperialism’ (Bourdieu, 1999,
p. 220). More disturbingly, from a postcolonial perspective Linda Tuhiwai Smith
(1999) notes that, ‘From the vantage point of the colonized, a position from which I
write, and choose to privilege, the term ‘research’ is inextricably linked to European
imperialism and colonialism’ (p. 1). It is clear, then, that ‘a truly scientific
internationalism’, as Bourdieu describes it, requires a concerted political project.
In the context of globalization and these epistemic realities, Appadurai (2001) calls
for us to deconstruct some of the ‘taken for granteds of research’ and challenge
relationships between world geopolitics and the production of theory, so that we move
towards such a scientific internationalism, rejecting any cosy assumption of the global
north as the only legitimate site(s) for theory production and the global south as site(s)
only of empirical application. Appadurai (2001) in his work shows how the
systematicity of research, its citational contexts and assumptions regarding readership,
restrict or limit the possibilities of such changes. We need to eschew an implicit society/
nation relationship in our social theorizing and always work with what Apadurai (2001)
calls ‘epistemological diffidence’ or what Tuhiwai Smith (1999) refers to as
‘epsitemological openness’. This is in recognition as well of Adorno’s observation that
morality today requires that intellectuals not be at home in the world. Metaphorically
and materially, such displacement has been the basis for much postcolonial theorizing.
Of course, none of this means that there ought to be a neglect of the local or even
national or to suggest the emergence of a postnational order which replaces the nation-
state, but rather to see the embeddedness of these relationships in each other. Lingard
et al. (2005) have begun to theorize the global in relation to the local and national in
educational policy studies, utilizing Bourdieu’s concept of fields as a social rather than
geographical space and his late political work on globalization.
Globalization carries serious implications for research methodologies as well.
Burawoy and colleagues (2000), for example, have explored this in relation to
ethnographies. They talk of ‘global ethnographies’ and the necessity to consider the
interplays of ‘global forces’ (e.g., capitalism, modernity, etc), ‘global connections’
(global links between people across locales and nations) and the ‘global imagination’
(agency and meaning making from below).
Globalization has witnessed a spatial turn in social theory, with significant
implications for educational theory and research, especially in its traveling across
disciplines in an interdisciplinary or in Lefebvre’s (1991) words, a ‘transdisciplinary’
way. Given education is more a field of research focus rather than a disciplinary
approach, the study of education appears to be well suited to this inter- and
transdisciplinary approach. Gulson and Symes have pursued this agenda in their
paper in this issue and in their forthcoming edited collection (in press). They suggest
that in talk of spatial practices, space is in some ways more like a verb than a noun.
This complements Michel de Certeau’s (1984) account of the distinction between
place and space turning on the former as an assembly of elements and the latter as
the animation inside that assembly (see Auge, 1995, chapter 4), a poetics of space in
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Bachelard’s (1994) terms. Auge’s (1995) conceptualization of non-places as a
central feature of the contemporary world also makes a distinction between places
and non-places, suggesting that places are ‘relational, historical and concerned with
identity’ (1995, p.77), while non-places such as airports cannot be defined in this
way. Places in terms of time, as Auge implies, are replete and continuous with the
past in the present, a feature that also distinguishes them from non-places. Schools
and universities are clearly places in these terms, but they are also located in various
spaces, including cyberspace. However, as Sassen (2001) suggests, globalization has
resulted in the contemporary emergence of multiple and competing spatio-
temporalities. The way educational institutions are located in these emergent and
multiple spatio-temporalities, including cyber space, needs to be one focus of our
research.
Brennan (2006) argues that the centrality of space/place in contemporary
globalization theory actually reflects a perceived ‘overcoming of temporality’
(p. 136) and that this new optic ushers in a move from ‘tempo to scale’, from ‘the
chronometric to the cartographic’ (p. 136). In Brennan’s argument, the overcoming
of temporality reflects the accompanying ‘ultramodernity’ of such theory and
acceptance, in his evocative phrase, of the ‘‘‘year zero’’ of the now’ (2006, p. 128).
This is why space or spatiality has joined history as central in contemporary social
theory. It is why the new sociological imagination requires consideration of
biography, social structure, space and place through time.
The depiction of a space/place distinction, as redolent in contemporary
globalization theory, and as outlined by Brennan, is a most useful one. He notes
that ‘‘‘Space’’ is more abstract and ubiquitous: it connotes capital, history, and
activity, and gestures towards the meaninglessness of distance in a world of
instantaneous communication and virtuality’ (2006, p. 136). In contrast, Brennan
suggests that place ‘connotes … the kernel or centre of one’s memory and
experience—a dwelling, a familiar park or city street, one’s family or community’
(2006, p. 136). This encapsulation of the features of globalization theory’s account
of space echoes Auge’s distinction between places and non-places.
Above we noted the emergence of the totally pedagogized society and the de-
differentiation of modernist educational institutions in the move to lifelong learning.
As Rose (1999) notes: ‘Education is no longer confined to ‘schooling’, with its
specialized institutional sites and discrete biographical locus’. Again, there are
significant implications here for the institutional focus of educational research and
enhanced significance of the concept of pedagogies in this changed societal and
policy frame work, the move from education to learning. This is indicated in the
appearance of concerns with pedagogy and a usage of the concept in other
theoretical frameworks outside of educational research, for example, in the
postcolonial work of Spivak (1993), Chow (2002) and Gilroy (2004) and in a
cultural studies approach to education in the work of, for example, Dimitriades and
McCarthy (2001), Kenway and Bullen (2001), Trifonas (2003), and the work on
public pedagogies by Giroux (2003). These lines of flight of pedagogies also demand
a broader institutional focus for educational research. Globalization and the totally
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pedagogized society together demand a deparochialization of educational research
(Lingard, 2006).
Conclusion
In this paper we have been largely concerned with a social sciences approach to
researching education. However, education is also a field of professional policy
production and practice with all of the normative requirements such practices entail.
This means that the need to take up policy driven research questions as well as the
social scientific deconstruction of such problems, often occurs at the same moment.
Gale (2006a) has similarly argued that education researchers need to think
differently about their current engagement with higher education policy; advocating
a straddling of analyses of and for policy (Gordon et al., 1977, p. 27), to use
distinctions that still define policy literature and practice, as a way of building
alliances across conceptual (and spatial) borders. Lamenting the plight of education
researchers excluded from contexts of policy-making, he argues that ‘unless we begin
to develop a theory and politics of policy engagement that includes contexts of
influence, we are destined to continue to respond to policy rather than contribute to
its construction’ (Gale, 2006a, p. 9). Drawing on Lakoff (2004) and following
Latour, he reframes social scientists in education as ‘cognitive policy activists [who]
are in the business of taking their laboratories to the farm’ (Gale, 2006a, p. 10), so to
speak. In short, critical research in education requires genuine engagement with the
field (broadly conceived), and not restricted by the apparent ‘safety’ of objective
research and the making of research problems. Such research of the latter kind,
however, remains important for developing knowledge and contributing to
democratic debates about education. Nonetheless, to draw on Adorno, not being
at home in the world is only partially achieved by intellectuals not venturing into it.
Neither should education research be confined to university academics conduct-
ing social scientific research in education. Being a field of professional practice, also
means there is need for practitioner research in education as well. In Australia and in
the UK, there is a long albeit fading tradition of ‘activist professionals’ (Sachs, 2003)
in education, of teachers engaging in practitioner research, although teacher
knowledge and their ways of knowing have not always been well received within the
academy and not always well supported by institutions and systems. (See Goodson,
this issue.) In schooling, for example, change is typically driven by system-wide
initiatives supported by large, quantitative studies informed and directed from
elsewhere. Yet a wealth of research exists on the value of situated knowledge and
inquiry networks (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wells, 2001). Teachers’ engagement in
and with research, not simply their engagement with researchers, enables
contributions to the ways large system-wide initiatives and research intersect with
the local knowledge constructed within specific school communities, how systems-
level change might frame the construction of local knowledge, and how local
knowledge might in turn provide a perspective on the knowledge claims under-
pinning system-wide initiatives.
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As Geoff Whitty (2006) has argued, we need a plurality of types of educational
research, valued according to a calculus of quality, rather than methodology or
theoretical frame. However, all educational research, across the spectrum from a
social scientific approach to practitioner action research, needs to take account of the
emergent structure of feeling considered here and the implications for the focus of
educational research and its theoretical and methodological approaches. Michael
Burawoy (2005) has spoken of four types of knowledge in sociology—namely,
professional, critical, policy and public, and the antagonisms and power relations
which often exist amongst them—while arguing that the flourishing of each should
be the grounds for the flourishing of all. This is a position to which we subscribe in
terms of the types of educational theory and research now required to engage in
critical studies in education. Michael Young (1998) was surely correct to argue that
one contributing factor to the demise of the sociology of education in England in the
late seventies, eighties and nineties was that it only practised critique of mass
schooling, rather than proffering any positive thesis to policy-makers or profes-
sionals. (See Penney, this issue.) Whereas, Critical Studies in Education is committed
to critique in educational theory and research, but also to educational research and
educational knowledges of all types and the production of positive theses about
education in all its multifarious forms.
These are commitments clearly manifested in the Journal’s editorial policy: Critical
Studies in Education (formerly Melbourne Studies in Education) is international in
outlook and readership and critical in orientation, without being tied to one
particular perspective. The journal seeks manuscripts that provide critique of
contemporary arrangements in education contexts, particularly from the standpoint
of the marginalized, as well as manuscripts that offer alternatives to these
arrangements. The journal publishes original and challenging articles from
throughout the world that make a contribution to theory and empirical research
and which are aimed at moving debates forward.
Such commitments are unmistakably demonstrated in the papers contained
within this issue. They can be regarded as resources for hope in educational research
and theorizing, rather than reinforcing melancholia.
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